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159 status symbol, similar to diplomas or artwork, but now computers are a standard office 160 furnishing and are part of the normal office landscape. However, considerable variability 161 in the nature of computer technology leaves open the question of the specific impressions 162 conveyed to visitors. Computer technology can vary on a number of dimensions including 163 innovativeness (defined as an office with a lot of ''cutting edge'' computer technology ver-164 sus an office with just the basics) and the degree to which the computer technology is 165 portable. 166 The messages conveyed by technology are not well understood. For example, an office 167 displaying highly innovative technology, (e.g., a computer system with multiple flat panel 168 monitors and a PDA -personal digital assistant), may suggest that the officeholder is less 169 extraverted. That is, the officeholder would rather interact with technology than with peo-170 ple. On the other hand, a lack of state-of-the-art technology may imply that the office-171 holder is less open to new ideas. Moderately innovative computer systems (e.g., a single 172 flat panel computer), similar to intermediary levels of messiness, may elicit the most favor-173 able visitor reactions by suggesting that the officeholder is comfortable with computer 174 technology but not willing to replace technological interactions with human ones. 175 Another way to conceptualize computer technology is by its portability. A notebook 176 computer, for example, suggests that work can occur outside the confines of the office 177 more than does a desktop computer. One might also infer that officeholders with notebook 178 computers are working outside of regular office hours, have continuous access to files and 179 people, and are, therefore, more industrious and/or conscientious than are those with 180 desktop computers. Study 2 will examine this facet of computer technology. 181 No explicit studies examining perceived personality traits of officeholders based on the 182 innovativeness or portability of computer devices were identified. However, Goffman's 183 (1959) work suggests that people may create physical settings to support the image they 184 desire to convey. For example, research by Tornatzky and Klein (1982) and Moore and 185 Benbasat (1991) identified social approval or image as one of the determinants of the 186 adoption of technology innovation. Relatedly, Rogers (1983) argued that social status is 187 one of the most important motivations to adopt a technological innovation. By testing 188 the role of technology as an element of office design we hope to determine whether one's 189 image is affected by computer technology. 190 Assuming that the degree and type of computer technology in an office may be deter-191 mined by the officeholder, empirical research linking personality traits to computer/Inter-192 net use may provide a reasonable basis for formulating hypotheses. Kraut . In a follow up study, they found that while the effects of 196 reduced social interaction dissipated over the next few years, Internet usage exacerbated 197 the behavior associated with a given personality trait of users. Extraverted people easily 198 adapted and incorporated the new social medium, whereas introverted people drew further 199 into themselves (Kraut et al., 2002) . Among college students, extraversion, agreeableness, 200 and conscientiousness have been observed to be negatively related to amount of Internet 201 usage while openness to new experiences and neuroticism were found to be unrelated 202 (Landers & Lounsbury, 2004) . They speculate that extroverted students prefer spending 203 more time in social activities than introverts and that Internet activities require less agree-204 ableness than face-to-face interactions. Moreover, one could argue that those more open 205 to new experiences are more likely to acquire and use the latest in computer technology.
206 The link between Internet usage and conscientiousness is more complex as Landers and 207 Lounsbury's detailed analyses indicate that academic use of the Internet is high among 208 highly conscientious students, but lower for leisure purposes. Furthermore, people who 209 are more conscientious are more likely to engage in work-related activities beyond regular 210 work hours, a practice facilitated by notebook technology. Relatedly, Amiel and Sargent 211 (2004) report that motives for using the Internet vary systematically with personality. They 212 observed that those high in neuroticism use the Internet to feel a sense of ''belonging'' and 213 extraverts use it only for instrumental purposes. This leads us to offer the following explor-214 atory hypotheses: 215
H3a. The innovativeness of computer technology on display in an office is expected to 216 be positively associated with more favorable work-related attributions of officeholders and 217 levels of officeholder neuroticism and openness to new experience, but negatively related to 218 attributions of extraversion and agreeableness. 219
H3b. Use of a notebook, as opposed to a desktop computer will be associated with 220 more favorable work-related attributions and higher attributions of officeholder 221 conscientiousness. 222 2.4. Interactions among design elements
223
Because this research focuses on computer technology as object language, hypothe-224 ses involving interaction effects are limited to those dealing with technology. The 225 prophecy surrounding the advent of computers was that information technology would 226 lead us to a paperless society (Lewis, 1989) . Consequently, the addition of more sophis-227 ticated technology to one's office should reduce the amount of paper within that office. 228 As such, occupants with clean offices should be viewed more favorably than those 229 occupants of technologically innovative offices that are either somewhat (organized 230 stacks) or very messy. Perceptions of occupants of offices with moderately innovative 231 computer technology should conform to the more conventional messages sent by 232 messiness, with the most favorable perceptions accompanying the intermediary level 233 of computer innovativeness, based on extrapolating previous research on messiness 234 . Moreover, the portability of a notebook computer would 235 be inconsistent with having an office characterized by large messy piles of hard copy 236 information, in that such paperwork is far less transportable. As such, we would 237 expect: 238
H4a. An interaction between innovativeness of computer technology and office messi-239 ness such that the messier a high tech office is, the more unfavorable the work-related and 240 personality attributions about the officeholder, while in less technologically innovative 241 offices a curvilinear relationship is expected such that the most favorable ratings occur 242 in offices characterized by an organized stacks level of messiness. 243
H4b. An interaction between portability of computer technology and office messiness 244 such that, in offices displaying a notebook computer, higher levels of messiness would lead 245 to less favorable attributions about the officeholder, while in offices with a desktop com-246 puter a curvilinear relationship is expected such that the most favorable ratings occur in 247 offices characterized by an organized stacks level of messiness. 248
With no research, one can only speculate on the nature of a possible technology by desk 249 placement interaction. Coupling the finding that visitors report feeling less comfortable in 250 offices with closed desk arrangements (Campbell, 1979; with 
282
Office messiness and desk placement are less ambiguous design concepts, than computer 283 technology. Because computer technology can take many forms, two studies are under-284 taken in order to investigate whether the messages transmitted by technology are contin-285 gent upon how it is defined. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3a, 4a, 5 and 6a are tested in Study 1 using 286 the innovativeness of computer technology displayed in an office. Study 2 replicates 287 Hypotheses 1 and 2 and tests Hypothesis 3b, 4b and 6b focusing on the portability of 288 the computer technology. Participants were 358 undergraduate students enrolled in introductory management 296 courses at a large Midwestern university. The sample was 64% male and represented 14 297 different majors, with no major accounting for more than 22% of the sample. No gender 298 differences were evident in any of the dependent variables, so gender was not used as a 299 covariate in the analysis. Subjects earned a small amount of extra credit for their voluntary 300 participation in the study. Each student received a packet containing a single 8 1/2 00 by 11 00 301 photograph of a hypothetical faculty office and a short questionnaire. The experimental 302 design was a 3 · 2 · 3 full factorial with each picture containing one of three levels of office 303 messiness, one of two desk placement arrangements, and one of three degrees of technol-304 ogy. Consequently, each of the 18 unique pictures had between 18 and 22 subjects examine 305 the picture, respond to the questionnaire, return both to the envelope, and turn it in. A 306 sample of the office pictures for both Study 1 and Study 2 are shown in Fig. 1 . 307 3.1.2. Independent variables 308 Messiness. Office messiness was manipulated by the amount of paperwork on the desk 309 surfaces of the office. In the clean condition, the desktops were bare with the exception of 310 the computer monitor, keyboard, mouse, printer, telephone, a coffee cup, a picture, and a 311 pen/pencil holder. In the ''organized stacks'' condition, the desktop surfaces contained the 
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312 same items plus papers, books and academic journals, arranged in a few neat stacks. In the 313 messy condition, the same materials were depicted but instead of stacks, the papers, books 314 and journals were spread out across the desk surfaces in a disorganized fashion. 315
Desk placement. Desk placement was manipulated by positioning the desk in either an 316 open or closed desk arrangement. An open desk was an ''L'' shaped arrangement where 317 the desk surfaces were against the walls of the office leaving the officeholder ''exposed'' 318 to the visitor. The closed desk arrangement positions one of the desktop surfaces between 319 the officeholder and the visitor, an arrangement often referred to as the desk-in-the-barrier 320 position. 321
Innovativeness of computer technology. Three degrees of technology were depicted 322 across the photographs. In the least innovative condition, the office contained a computer 323 and an old CRT (cathode ray tube) monitor. In the intermediate level, the office contained 324 a single flat panel monitor with speakers. The most innovative office contained a set of 325 dual flat panel monitors, higher quality speakers, and a PDA in a docking station. To avoid this limitation, two sets of dependent items were 329 written specifically for this study. All items employed a 9-point bi-polar scale, in which 330 subjects were presented with opposite adjectives or phrases describing an officeholder 331 characteristic and then asked to select the number corresponding to the degree to which 332 they felt the officeholder was more like one or the other of those adjectives. One set of 333 items captured attributions about officeholders' work activities, including how organized, 334 busy, and successful subjects thought the officeholder was. Because these items were not 335 established scales and because they might be inter-related, factor analysis was conducted. 336 Factor analysis with varimax rotation yielded two factors and was used to formulate mea-337 sures of officeholder time management and work success. The precise bi-polar items 338 included in each factor are described more fully below. The second set of items operation-339 alized Big 5 personality factors. Big 5 consists of five constructs asserted to capture the 340 essence of one's personality (Goldberg, 1993) : neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, 341 conscientiousness, and openness. The adjectives used to construct these scales were taken 342 directly from the factor descriptions in the Revised NEO Personality Inventory Manual 343 (Costa & McCrae, 1992) . 344
Time Management. The four bi-polar items that loaded on a factor we called time man-345 agement were: chaotic -orderly; very unorganized -very organized; very busy -not busy 346 at all (reverse coded); and spends a lot -spends little time in the office. These items were 347 averaged to form a single scale. Coefficient alpha for this scale was .88. 348
Work success. Three bi-polar adjective items loaded on a single factor that seemed 349 indicative of a successful career; hence we labeled it work success: low achiever -high 350 achiever; low faculty rank (instructor) -high faculty rank (full professor); low -high occu-351 pational status. The items clearly loaded on a single factor and the coefficient alpha for this 352 scale was .69. 353
Neuroticism. Neuroticism was measured using five items tapping the degree to which 354 respondents felt the office occupant was neurotic -rational (reverse scored); easily frus-355 trated -easy going (reverse coded); anxious -calm (reverse coded); easily discouraged -356 not easily discouraged (reverse coded); and vulnerable -confident (reverse coded). Coef-357 ficient alpha for the scale was .78.
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Extraversion. Five items derived from the definition of extraversion included: 359 introverted -extraverted; a loner -gregarious; stays in the background -is socially 360 active; distant -affectionate; and relaxed -energetic. This scale had a coefficient alpha 361 of .84. 362
Agreeableness. The bi-polar adjectives used to capture agreeableness included: disagree-363 able -agreeable; competitive -cooperative; skeptical -trusting; unhelpful -helpful; and 364 arrogant -modest. This scale's reliability was .82. 365
Conscientiousness. The personality factor of conscientiousness was captured using the 366 following five sets of adjectives: careless -conscientious; inept -competent; disorganized 367 -orderly; unreliable -reliable; and lazy -hard working. The scale had a coefficient alpha 368 of .88. 369
Openness. The final factor in Big 5, openness to new experiences, was also measured 370 using five sets of adjectives: limited curiosity -open to new ideas; no imagination -vivid 371 imagination; no appreciation -deep appreciation for art and beauty; unwilling -willing to 372 try different things; and dogmatic -willing to re-examine previous positions. Coefficient 373 alpha for this scale was .84. Descriptive statistics for all dependent variables used are 374 reported in Table 1. 375 3.1.4. Manipulation check variables 376
Recall that the object language of office design was manipulated by varying the level 377 of office messiness, desk placement, and innovativeness of computer technology in pho-378 tographs of faculty offices. Manipulation check items were used to assess the success of 379 these manipulations. Office messiness was checked using a two-item scale asking respon-380 dents about the degree to which they perceived the office as very messy/clean and very 381 disorganized/organized (coefficient alpha = .91). Manipulation of desk placement was 382 assessed with a single item asking the degree to which the office separates the occupant 383 from the visitor with the desk or places no furniture between the office occupant and the 384 visitor. Finally, innovativeness of technology was assessed via a single item: the office is 385 low tech -the office is high tech. 
388
A 3 · 2 · 3 ANOVA (three levels of messiness, two levels of desk placement and three 389 degrees of technology innovativeness) was used to assess the success of the experimental 390 manipulations used in developing the photographs. The ANOVA on the two-item messi-391 ness manipulation check scale revealed a strong main effect for messiness (F = 639.97; 392 p 6 .001), one that accounted for 79% of the variance in the messiness manipulation check 393 variable. The manipulation checks on both desk placement (F desk placement = 697.57; 394 p 6 .001) and innovativeness of technology (F technology = 41.75; p 6 .001) also revealed sig-395 nificant main effects for the manipulations check variables of interest (desk position and 396 on the degree of technology exhibited in the picture). These main effects accounted for 397 67% and 20% of the variance in the manipulation check items, respectively. Table 1 reports the correlation matrix for the dependent measures involved in this 400 study. In light of the fact that some dependent variables were related, MANOVA was per-401 formed to examine the effects of office messiness, desk placement, and degree of computer 402 technology innovativeness across all dependent variables combined. The results in Table 2 403 show significant main effects for office messiness, desk placement and computer technol- 
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404 ogy innovativeness, along with a significant effect for the messiness by desk placement 405 interaction. 406 Table 2 also shows the results of ANOVAs performed on each dependent variable. As 407 shown in the table, how messy an office is sends a strong, albeit not uniform, message of 408 the nature of the officeholder. Examination of the means (Table 3) shows that organized 409 stacks resulted in more favorable attributions of officeholder success than did clean offices 410 and higher extraversion ratings than either clean or messy offices. However, clean, rather 411 than organized stacks or messy offices, produced the most favorable time management 412 attributions. Thus Hypothesis 1a was supported on two of the three hypothesized attribu-413 tions. Hypothesis 1b was partially supported in that clean offices produced the highest 414 conscientiousness ratings while only more favorable agreeableness ratings than messiness 415 (i.e., there was no significant difference between the clean and organized stacks conditions 416 with respect to agreeableness). Finally Hypothesis 1c was fully supported in that messy 417 offices elicited significantly higher attributions of neuroticism and openness to experience 418 than did either clean or organized stacks offices. The strongest messages conveyed by 419 messiness involved perceptions of time management (g 2 = .73), conscientiousness 420 (g 2 = .42) and openness (g 2 = .15), while the smallest effects were found for perceptions 421 of work success (g 2 = .02), extraversion (g 2 = .04) and agreeableness (g 2 = .04). In sum-422 mary, strong support was found for the effect of office messiness as suggested in Hypoth-423 esis 1, though the messages associated with organized stacks and messiness conditions 424 were not always consistent. 425 The main effect for desk placement in the MANOVA was a function of strong main 426 effects on attributions about the officeholders' time management and the personality fac-427 tors of extraversion and agreeableness. These findings provide partial support for Hypoth-428 esis 2, in that offices employing an open desk arrangement elicited more favorable 429 perceptions of officeholder extraversion, and agreeableness than did offices employing a 430 closed desk arrangement. The significant effect on time management was unexpected 431 and the lack of findings on neuroticism and openness were not supportive of Hypothesis 432 2. Overall, the effects of desk placement were less influential than those of office messiness 
433 as evidenced by the smaller amounts of variance explain in these attributions of the office-434 holder (g 2 s were .05, .02, and .01, for time management, agreeableness, and extraversion, 435 respectively). 436
Computer technology also exhibited a significant main effect in the MANOVA, primar-437 ily due to a significant main effect in the ANOVA that explained 4% of the variance in 438 work success. This finding, that a high tech office (dual flat panel monitors and a PDA) 439 was associated with higher ratings of work success, was supportive of one element of 440 Hypothesis 3a, but other predicted effects for technology were not evidenced. Thus, 441 Hypothesis 3a received only partial support for work attributions and no support for per-442 sonality attributions. 

443
Although there was no significant technology by messiness interaction effect in the 444 MANOVA, technology did significantly interact with office messiness in the ANOVA 445 explaining 3% of respondents' perceptions of how neurotic and agreeable, was the office 446 occupant. The specific nature of these interactions is shown in Fig. 2 . With respect to occu-447 pant neuroticism and agreeableness, this interaction revealed that those occupying high 448 tech offices received much more favorable ratings (i.e., lower neuroticism and higher agree-449 ableness) in the clean office condition than did those occupying offices with low or mod-450 erate degrees of technology. In fact, there was a linear relationship between messiness and 451 these ratings of the occupant for those offices in the high tech condition (a positive rela-452 tionship in the case of neuroticism and a negative relationship in the case of agreeable-453 ness). However, for those occupants of offices employing a low tech (a CRT monitor) 454 or intermediate degree of technology (single flat panel monitor), a U-shaped relationship 455 was found with respect to attributions of officeholder neuroticism, with the more favorable 456 ratings (i.e., lower neuroticism) accompanying the intermediate degree of messiness. An 457 inverse pattern was revealed for agreeableness with respect to the intermediary level of 458 technology innovativeness, but agreeableness was only affected (negatively) in the low 459 technology office in the messy condition. These findings provide support for Hypothesis 460 4a relative to two attributions. 461
The only other significant MANOVA finding involved a two-way interaction between 462 office messiness and desk placement that explained 8% of the variance on ratings of occu-463 pant time management. This relationship was such that there existed a negative relation-464 ship between messiness and time management ratings, but while there were no significant 465 differences between open and closed desk arrangements in either very clean or very messy 466 offices, there was a difference in the organized stacks condition. Occupants of offices char-467 acterized as ''organized stacks'' in terms of messiness were rated significantly better at time 468 management in their work if they also employed an open desk arrangement as opposed to 469 a closed desk arrangement. 470 Finally, the lack of a significant two-way, desk placement by technology or a three-way 471 interaction lends no support to either Hypothesis 5a or 6a. Computer technology, as oper-472 ationalized by how innovative it is, appears to affect visitor attributions of officeholders 473 either directly or through office messiness. 474 5. Discussion: Study 1
475
The results of this study both replicate and extend previous research on office design 476 variables as object language. In line with previous research, messiness sent the clearest 477 messages to visitors about the nature of the officeholder. This study's results replicated 478 those of showing that the ''organized stacks'' condition pro-479 duced the most favorable ratings when it came to perceptions about the officeholder's 480 extraversion and found work success and (lower) neuroticism attributions to be additional 481 benefits of an organized stacks level of messiness. Specifically, occupants in offices that 482 have their paperwork in organized stacks are perceived as more successful than those in 483 very clean offices and less neurotic than those in very messy offices. More importantly, 484 however, this study extends previous work by identifying 485 other consequences of office design configurations and illustrates how clean and messy 486 offices can also send desirable messages as well. Clean offices, for example, promote stron-487 ger attributions of good time management than do offices that are messy or that incorpo-
U N C O R R E C T E D P R O O F
488 rate organized stacks. Clean and organized stacks arrangements promote stronger attribu-489 tions of agreeableness and messy offices facilitate attributions of openness significantly 490 more than do clean or organized stacks offices. (See Table 3 superscripts denoting which 491 means are statistically different from one another.) Other comparisons can be articulated 492 but our point is that the results indicate that there is no optimal level of messiness, con-493 trary to what Morrow and McElroy's (1981) findings suggest. 494 The results for desk placement confirm previous research (Morrow & McElroy, 1981) 495 showing that the open desk arrangement is linked to perceptions of officeholder extraver-496 sion. Desk placement was also shown here to send messages concerning time management 497 and agreeableness. Contrary to earlier findings that desk 498 placement was unrelated to busyness, in this study occupants of offices employing an open 499 desk arrangement were perceived as more effective time managers (which includes the per-500 ception of being less busy) than those in offices having a closed desk arrangement. 501
Finally, innovativeness of computer technology was shown to have both a direct effect 502 on visitor attributions about the officeholder and an indirect effect through its interaction 503 with messiness. Specifically, occupants of offices high in computer technology innovative-504 ness are perceived as more successful, although it is quite possible that more sophisticated 505 and innovative technology is the result rather than the cause of officeholder success. More-506 over, innovativeness of technology interacted with messiness to affect attributions of the 507 officeholder's neuroticism and agreeableness. The curvilinear relationship between messi-508 ness and visitor attributions became linear in the case of the high tech office, with the most 509 favorable attributions emanating from the high tech, clean office. 510 6. Study 2: Computer technology portability
511
Study 1 showed that the innovativeness of the computer technology on display sends 512 both direct and indirect (via interacting with messiness) messages to visitors. Study 2 513 examines an alternative way of operationalizing computer technology; i.e., portability. 514 Specifically, it looks at the messages conveyed by desktop versus notebook computer tech-515 nologies. Interestingly, the concept of portability as an attribute of physical objects was 516 first noted by Pratt and Rafaeli (2001) . They suggest that the use of portable symbols, such 517 as notebook computers, signifies an employee's need to work out of the office and may be 518 a proxy for organizational identification. 519 6.1. Method 520 6.1.1. Participants 521
Participants were 235 undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory management 522 course. There was no overlap with students participating in Study 1. The subjects were pre-523 dominantly male (61%) and came from 14 different majors, none of which constituted 524 more that 24% of the sample. As in Study 1, gender had no effect on the dependent vari-525 ables so was excluded from the analysis. The procedure used was identical to that in Study 526 1. The design of this experiment was a 3 · 2 · 2 full factorial, with the same three levels of 527 messiness, the same two levels of desk placement and two different types of computer tech-528 nology displayed in the office (a stationary single flat panel desktop versus a portable note-529 book computer). Each subject was presented with a single picture of one of the 12 possible 530 office combinations. Like Study 1, there were 18-22 students viewing each office picture.
The two item measure used in Study 1 was used to check the degree of messiness exhib-533 ited in the photographs (a = .86) and the same single item was used to check the desk 534 placement manipulation. Finally, the portability of technology displayed in the office 535 was evaluated using a single 9-point item with ''contains a notebook computer -contains 536 a desktop computer'' as the anchors. 537 6.1.3. Independent variables 538
Office messiness and desk placement were manipulated in the photographs in a manner 539 identical to Study 1. In this study, rather than the offices varying three degrees of computer 540 technology innovativeness, half of the office photographs contained a desktop computer 541 with a single flat panel monitor, while the other half contained a notebook computer. 542 6.1.4. Dependent variables 543
The same dependent variables were utilized in this study. Items used in Study 1 to tap 544 attributions about the officeholder's time management and work success were factor ana-545 lyzed to determine whether they loaded on the same three factors as in Study 1, which they 546 did. The reliabilities of these scales for this study were as follows: time management = .86; 547 and work success = .70 (see Table 4 ). The same five item scales as used in Study 1 were 548 used here to tap perceptions of officeholder personality, via Big 5 personality factors. Reli-549 ability estimates for these scales were also good (ranging from .78 to .87). 
552
ANOVA was used to determine the success of the manipulations presented in the pho-553 tographs. As in Study 1, there were strong main effects for each office design element as 554 depicted in the stimulus materials on its corresponding manipulation check. The manipu-555 lation check analysis on the messiness scale revealed nearly identical results to Study 1. 556 That is, office messiness (F = 184.66; p 6 .001) explained 63% of the variance in the mess-557 iness manipulation check scale, and desk placement (F = 382.75; p 6 .001) explained 63% 558 of the variance in the desk placement manipulation check scale. Finally, the portability of 559 computer technology measure had a strong main effect on perceptions that the office Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics and correlation matrix for the dependent vari-564 ables. MANOVA results, reported in Table 5 , show a strong main effect for messiness 565 (F = 17.47; p 6 .001), and significant main effects for desk placement (F = 3.62; p 6 .01) 566 and a messiness by portability of computer technology interaction (F = 1.80; p 6 .01). 567 These findings explained 37%, 11%, and 6% of the variance in the dependent variables, 568 respectively. 569
ANOVA was used to determine more precisely the nature of these relations as shown in 570 Table 5 . Messiness demonstrated a main effect on each of the dependent variables, with the 571 exception of work success, explaining between 3% (extraversion) and 65% of the variance 572 (time management). Organized stacks yielded the most positive ratings only on the agree-573 ableness scale, although it resulted in lower neuroticism ratings than messy offices and 574 higher extraversion ratings than clean offices. Messiness produced the most favorable 575 openness to new experience attributions, while clean offices, on the other hand, led to 576 the most favorable attributions for officeholder time management and conscientiousness. 577 Thus, little support was found for Hypothesis 1a, given the relative lack of significant find-578 ings for the organized stacks and messiness conditions on work-related and extraversion 579 attributions. Hypothesis 1b received some support in the positive effects of clean offices 580 on conscientiousness (but not agreeableness). Finally Hypothesis 1c also received some 581 support in the positive effect of messiness on openness, but the effect for messiness on The ANOVA results associated with the three-way interactions among office messi-623 ness, desk placement, and portability of technology merit comment given the lack of 624 research in this area. Despite its insignificance in the MANOVA, this interaction 625 explained 5% and 4% of the variance in perceptions of officeholder time management 626 and conscientiousness, respectively. In both cases, the open desk arrangement produced 627 similar attributions of the office occupant regardless of the nature of the technology 628 except in the messy office condition. In this instance, a notebook computer served to 
